Introduction        27

Ports and Port Authorities Visited by DOT Study Teams

Boston, Mass.

Charleston, S.C.

Chicago, 111.

Delaware River ports (Philadelphia, Chester, and Marcus Hook, Pa.;
Camden, Glouster, Pennsauken, and Paulsboro, N.J.; and Wil-
mington, Del.)

Galveston Bay ports (Galveston, Houston, Port Arthur, Beaumont,
and Texas City, Tex.)

Hampton Roads, Va.

Long Beach, Calif.

Los Angeles, Calif.

Memphis, Tenn.

New Orleans, La.

New York and New Jersey

San Francisco Bay Area ports (Oakland, Richmond, Sacramento, San
Francisco, and Stockton, Calif.)

Seattle, Wash.

St. Louis, Mo.

Tacoma, Wash.

Toledo, Ohio

The case study reports and the survey data provide a useful initial
assessment of the scope of landside access problems. They represent
the perceptions of port officials and, to a lesser extent, users of the
ports, but they should not be viewed as a substitute for the detailed
engineering and economic studies that would be required to analyze the
specific problems and solutions to them at any individual port.

Survey of Inland Bulk Terminals

To provide some insight into landside access problems faced by termi-
nal operators on the major river systems that are relied on for the
movement of bulk commodities, IRPT and PNWA assisted in a survey
of their members. Of 293 questionnaires that were distributed, how-
ever, only 69 (24 percent) were returned, and the results were insuffi-
cient to allow generalization. The few questionnaires that were
returned provide examples of terminal operators on the inland river
system with landside access problems. A brief overview is contained in